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ease, as well as in the low and malignant type, under which, in some of the epi¬ 
demical visitations it occurs, the treatment recommended by Dr. Morris is con¬ 
fessedly the only one calculated to conduct it to a favourable issue. 

That cases of scarlatina do, nevertheless, occur, in the early stage of which a 
judicious resort to direct depletion by the lancet or leeches, will be found de¬ 
cidedly beneficial, we have been forcibly taught by experience. We are convinced 
that, in the sthenic, or open inflammatory form under which the disease not un- 
frequently presents itself, the abstraction of blood, at the proper period, and to 
a proper extent, is a measure adapted not only to conduct it more certainly to a 
favourable close, but to prevent the occurrence of most of the serious sequelae 
incident to the disease, more especially when it is neglected or mismanaged. 


Art. XXIII. — An Essay on Inflammation: the tenth of a Series of Articles 

published in the St. Louis Medical Journal, on “ Life.” By J. H. Watters, 

M. D., Professor of Physiology in the St. Louis Medical College. 8vo. pp. 32. 

St. Louis, 1858. 

That vital phenomena are never exhibited excepting in organized matter, and 
every vital action, process, or movement is attended with a metamorphosis, dis¬ 
integration, or decay of the tissue in which it occurs, are propositions the truth 
of which is admitted we believe by all physiologists. In an essay published in 
1851, and noticed in a former number of this journal (for July, 1852), Dr. Wat¬ 
ters attempted to show that organization is a form impressed upon matter by the 
Creator, in order to convert matter into a machine, by means of which advantage 
is taken of the laws with which he has endowed it, to produce certain results—• 
vital actions—vital phenomena; and that these actions or phenomena result 
necessarily from the peculiar form or arrangement of the matter constituting the 
organism, when this is placed under the proper conditions, and that all the pro¬ 
cesses, actions, or functions of a living organism are the effects of forces which 
are evolved in its decomposition or decay. 

These views, first publicly announced by Dr. Watters in 1851, have since then 
been further elucidated and enforced by him, in a series of articles that have ap¬ 
peared from time to time in the St. Louis Medical Journal. 

In his first essay, Dr. Watters endeavoured to deduce confirmatory evidence 
of the truth of his theory of life by applying it to an elucidation of the pheno¬ 
mena of inflammation; the explanation of the pathology of inflammation there 
laid down is, in its general outlines, and even in some of its details, proposed by 
Dr. Hinton, in an article published by him in the number of the British and 
Foreign Medico-Chirurgical Review for July, 1858, as one which is both clear 
and satisfactory, and by which the facts connected with the phenomena and 
course of inflammation are bettor co-ordinated than has been done by any other 
theory of the disease. The views advanced in the article of Dr. Hinton to which 
we refer, he assumes as original with himself; not the slightest reference being 
made to the previous publication of Dr. Watters. We would not be understood 
as accusing Dr. Hinton of plagiarism. Notwithstanding the very remarkable 
similarity between the theory of inflammation as set forth by him in the paper 
referred to and that publicly announced by Dr. Watters seven years previously, 
it is very possible that it was developed in the mind of Dr. Hinton without any 
knowledge of the essay of the former gentleman, and by a course of reasoning 
commencing from a very different and dissimilar starting point. And this fact 
of the almost entire identity of the general idea of life, or vital action, upon 
which is based the pathology of inflammation advanced by both these gentlemen, 
and arrived at by each entirely independent of any knowledge of the other’s 
labours, may be assumed, we think, as a pretty certain evidence of the value of 
that idea, and of its foundation in truth. But, whatever may be the estimate we 
may be inclined to place upon the doctrine of vitality here referred to, the claim 
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to priority in its announcement and elucidation must be decided in favour of Dr. 
Watters. 

“ With Dr. Hinton,” Dr. W. remarks, “ the position that the increased action 
of inflammation is the effect of increased decay, is an induction; with me, the 
position that the phenomena of inflammation depend upon a disproportion be¬ 
tween decay and nutrition, is a deduction from the general proposition that 
decay is the vital motor, and this from the more general one that Form and Mo¬ 
tion are the primary conditions of every mode of motion in physical nature. 
Hence, the question considered by me is, upon the supposition that decay is the 
vital motor, Can the phenomena of inflammation be explained ? If so, then this 
deduction is a strong verification of the general proposition. If the phenomena 
of inflammation justify the induction of Dr. Hinton, how much more do they 
justify this deduction ! For a class of facts which alone might not be sufficient 
for an induction, might be quite sufficient for a deduction, to confirm a position 
already arrived at by induction from other facts. But Dr. Hinton thinks the 
facts of inflammation are sufficient for an induction; in fact, by induction he 
arrives at the same theory of inflammation which I did by deduction. What 
greater verification than this could there be ? And he presents the same class 
of arguments, too, as sufficient for the induction, which I presented in my thesis 
to establish only a deduction. This is really a greater verification than I ex¬ 
pected so soon.” 

We do not intend to enter into an examination of the actual force and validity 
of the arguments presented by our author in support of the doctrine of life and 
vital action advanced by him; nor shall we attempt any comparison between 
that doctrine and the generally received proposition that living organized mat¬ 
ter is endowed with a certain property or force, upon the presence of which all 
its vital acts and phenomena, abnormal as well as normal, are dependent, with 
the view to test which is the best adapted to explain the functions of the 
organism in their healthy state and the phenomena of disease. 

Our general opinion of the views advanced by Dr. Watters, and the manner in 
which his exposition and defence of them has been executed, ivas expressed on 
a former occasion when his original essay was under consideration. Both hypo¬ 
theses, that of a specific independent vital principle connected with organized 
matter, and that which views vital action as the result simply of the disintegra¬ 
tion or destruction of organized tissues, are unquestionably attended with serious 
difficulties as exponents of the vital movements of the human organism in its 
physiological or pathological conditions. Should, what many of those whose 
opinions on questions of physiology are received as of great weight assert, be 
true, that, namely, the disintegration or destruction of tissue is an event always 
consequent upon and never preceding vital action, we would then be scarcely 
warranted in setting up the disintegration or decay as the motor of vital action. 
While, on the one hand, the mere precedence of decay or destruction of tissue to 
any given vital act would by no means be sufficient of itself to prove that the 
decay or destruction is the cause or motor of such act, on the other hand, the 
fact of the .change or decay of tissue being invariably sequent to vital action, is 
almost conclusive evidence that it cannot be received as the cause or motor of 
the latter. We admit that, in investigating this question, we must be cautious 
not to bo led astray by confounding the visible resulting consequences of disin¬ 
tegration or decay of tissue with the actual process of decay itself. 

In the essay before us, Dr. Watters has endeavoured to remove some of the 
presumptions that may be entertained against the truth of his theory of life, 
-while he presents some additional evidence in proof of the correctness of the 
views of inflammation deduced by him from it. 

These views, arrived at as they have been, by two shrewd minds, without any 
knowledge of each other’s labours, cannot but be worthy of the consideration of 
every one in the pursuit of physiological and pathological truth. D. F. C. 



